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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-34 have been considered. Claims 1-2, 10-11,1 7-1 9, 27-28, and 34 
liave been amended as per Applicant's request. 

2. Examiner notes that two different grounds of rejections for each Claim are 
present in this action, in response to two different interpretations of the claims and the 
references, which will be explained in further detail below. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact tenns as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1 ,10, 18, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. The claims indicate that when the confidence value is low, that micro-ops 
can be issued which "implement the predicate" of the instruction, without stalling the 
instruction. However, as one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize, a predicated 
instruction cannot proceed without its predicate value being used, therefore, there is no 
way that one of ordinary skill in the art would be capable of niaking or using an invention 
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which allows an instruction to proceed without a vital operand being known or predicted, 
indicating if It should execute or not. 

5. Claims 1 ,10, 18, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The claims indicate that when the 
confidence value is low, that the machine can issue micro-operations to "implement the 
predicate" of the instruction, without stalling the instruction. The word "stall" does not 
appear in the specification, and while in paragraph 22, the Applicant discusses that the 
instruction may be decomposed into other instructions, this does not necessarily mean 
that the instruction was not stalled, in fact, it could be interpreted that the instruction Is 
stalled permanently, as it will never advance in the pipeline In its cunrent fomn. 

6. Examiner suggests altering the language in the claims to make more explicit that 
the instruction is being replaced/modified by other instructions, and removing the 
"without stalling" language, as not only does it not appear to be supported by the 
specification, but as stated above, even this operation could be considered to be a stall, 
and making this more clear would help to overcome both the written description and 
enablement rejections, as the current language is unclear and unsupported at best, and 
impossible to implement at worst. Applicant Is encouraged to contact Examiner to work 
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out appropriate language for tlie claim, if the Applicant wishes to modify the language 
and is not sure how to proceed to overcome the rejections. 

7. Given the 1 12 rejections above, Examiner cannot properly examine the claims as 
claimed, as the cun-ent language in the claim cannot be done, and thus cannot be found 
in prior art. However, in the interests of prosecuting the case, Examiner will make some 
assumptions about the claim language in order to provide an art rejection (which will be 
explained in the rejections), such that should the 1 12 rejections be overcome, the 
Applicant can have the benefit of an art rejection to help move the case towards 
allowance. 

Specification 

8. . The amendment filed 5/7/2007 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment 
shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material 
which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: Micro-operations being 
issued to implement the predicate of the instruction, without the instruction being stalled. 
The word "stall" does not appear in the Applicant's specification, and thus appears to be 
new matter, as explained above in the 1 12 rejections. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Actibn. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

10. Claims 1-17, and 27-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Grochowski et al. (United States Patent Application Publication 2001/0023208, 
herein Grochowski). 

11. As per Claim 1 , Grochowski teaches: A processor, comprising: 

a predicate predictor to determine a predicted predicate value and a confidence 
value for the predicted predicate value for a first instruction with a predicate (Paragraph 
20); and 

a micro-op generator to conditionally issue one or more micro-ops from a first or 
second set of unconditional micro-ops based on the predicted predicate value of said 
first instruction when said confidence value is high (Paragraph 21 , if the confidence 
value is high, it executes a series of microinstructions), wherein the first and second set 
of unconditional micro-ops correspond to conditional branches of said first instruction 
(See Figure 1 , "if instructions are conditional branches), and a sequence of micro-ops 
that implement the predicate of the first instruction without stalling the instruction when 
said confidence value is low (Paragraph 21. As stated in the 112 rejections, since an 
instruction cannot proceed without knowing its predicate, this would appear to not be 
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possible. However, Examiner notes that both the claim and Grochowski's stalling are 
functionally equivalent to each other, as in both cases, the instruction cannot proceed 
without the predicate being resolved, with Grochowski requiring instructions to complete 
to get the predicate before it can continue, which appears to be what Applicant does in 
their specification). 

1 2. As per Claim 2, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 1 , wherein each of 
said first or second set of micro-ops includes a check micro-op (Paragraph 23). 

1 3. As per Claim 3, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 2, wherein said 
check micro-op Is to check for a calculated value of said predicate of true when said 
predicted predicate value is true (Paragraph 23). 

14. As per Claim 4, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 3, wherein said 
check micro-op Is to initiate a recovery when said calculated value is false (Paragraphs 
28 and 29). 

1 5. As per Claim 5, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 3, wherein said first 
set of micro-ops includes a first micro-op corresponding to said first instruction without 
predicate (Paragraphs 21-23). 
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1 6. As per Claim 6, Grocliowski teaclies: Tfie processor of claim 2, wherein said 
check micro-op is to check for a calculated value of said predicate of false when said 
predicted predicate value is false (Paragraph 23). 

1 7. As per Claim 7, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 6, wherein said 
check micro-op is to initiate a recovery when said calculated value is true (Paragraphs 
28 and 29). 

1 8. As per Claim 8, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 1 , wherein said 
sequence of micro-ops includes a micro-op corresponding to said first instruction 
without predicate (Paragraphs 25-26). 

19. As per Claim 9, Grochowski teaches: The processor of claim 8, wherein said 
sequence of micro-ops includes a conditional move micro-op (Paragraphs 25-26). 

20. As per Claim 10, Grochowski teaches: A method, comprising: 
determining a predicted predicate value for a first instruction with a predicate 

(Paragraph 20); 

determining a confidence value for said predicted predicate value (Paragraph 
20); and 

issuing micro-ops corresponding to said first instruction responsive to said 
confidence value, wherein one or more micro-ops from a first or second set of 
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unconditional micro-ops, wlierein the first and second set of unconditional micro-ops 
correspond to conditional branches of said first instmction (See Figure 1 , "if instmctions 
are conditional branches), are conditionally issued based on the predicted predicate 
value of said first instruction when said confidence value is high and a sequence of 
micro-ops that Implement the predicate of the first instruction without stalling the 
instruction when said confidence value is low (Paragraph 21 , if the confidence value is 
high, it executes a series of microinstructions. As stated in the 1 12 rejections, since an 
instruction cannot proceed without knowing its predicate, this would appear to not be 
possible. However, Examiner notes that both the claim and Grochowski's stalling are 
functionally equivalent to each other, as in both cases, the instruction cannot proceed 
without the predicate being resolved, with Grochowski requiring instructions to complete 
to get the predicate before it can continue, which appears to be what Applicant does in 
their specification). 

21 . As per Claim 27, Grochowski teaches: An apparatus, comprising: 

means for determining a predicted predicate value for a first instruction with a 

predicate (Paragraph 20); 

means for determining a confidence value for said predicted predicate value 

(Paragraph 20); and 

means for issuing micro-ops corresponding to said first instruction responsive to 

said confidence value, wherein one or more micro-ops from a first or second set of 

unconditional micro-ops, wherein the first and second set of unconditional micro-ops 
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correspond to conditional branches of said first instruction (Figure 1 , tlie if instruction is 
a conditional brancii), are conditionally issued based on the predicted predicate value of 
said first instruction when said confidence value is high and a sequence of micro-ops 
that implement the predicate of the first instruction without stalling the instruction when 
said confidence value is low (Paragraph 21, if the confidence value is high, it executes a 
series of microinstructions. As stated in the 112 rejections, since an instruction cannot 
proceed without knowing its predicate, this would appear to not be possible. However. 
Examiner notes that both the claim and Grochowski's stalling are functionally equivalent 
to each other, as In both cases, the instruction cannot proceed without the predicate 
being resolved, with Grochowski requiring instructions to complete to get the predicate 
before it can continue, which appears to be what Applicant does in their specification). 

22. As per Claims 1 1 and 28, with Claim 1 1 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 10, wherein each of said first or second set of unconditional micro- 
ops includes a check micro-op when said confidence value is high (Paragraph 23). 
Claim 28 teaches similar limitations and Is rejected for the same reasons. 

23. As per Claims 12 and 29, with Claim 12 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 1 1 , wherein said check micro-op checks for a calculated value of 
said predicate of true when said predicted predicate value is true (Paragraph 23). Claim 
29 teaches similar limitations and is rejected for the same reasons. 
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24. As per Claims 13 and 30, with Claim 13 being exemplary, Grochowsl^i teaches: 
The method of claim 12, further comprising initiating a recovery when said calculated 
value of said predicate is false (Paragraphs 28-29). Claim 30 teaches similar limitations 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

25. As per Claims 14 and 31 , with Claim 14 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 12, further comprising Issuing a first micro-op conresponding to 
said instruction without predicate (Paragraphs 21-23). Claim 31 teaches similar 
limitations and is rejected for the same reasons. 

26. As per Claims 1 5 and 32, with Claim 1 5 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 1 1 , wherein said check mIcro-op checks, for a calculated value of 
said predicate of true when said predicted predicate value Is false (Paragraph 23). 
Claim 32 teaches similar limitations and Is rejected for the same reasons. 

27. As per Claims 16 and 33, with Claim 16 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 15, further comprising initiating a recovery when said calculated 
value of said predicate is true (Paragraphs 21-23). Claim 33 teaches similar limitations 
and is rejected for the same reasons. 

28. As per Claims 1 7 and 34, with Claim 1 7 being exemplary, Grochowski teaches: 
The method of claim 10, wherein said sequence of micro-ops includes'a conditional 
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move micro-op when said confidence value is low (Paragraphs 25-26). Claim 34 
teaches similar limitations and is rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

29. The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

30. Claims 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grochowsl<i, in view of Foldoc. 

31 . As per Claim 18, Grochowski teaches: A system, comprising: 

a processor Including a predicate predictor to determine a predicted predicate 
value and a confidence value for said predicated predicate value for a first instruction 
with a predicate (Paragraph 20), and 

a micro-op generator to conditionally issue one or more micro-ops from a first or 
second set of unconditional micro-ops based on the predicted predicate value of said 
first instruction when said confidence value is high and a sequence of micro-ops that 
implement the predicate of the first instruction without stalling the instructions when said 
confidence value is low, wherein the first and second set of unconditional micro-ops 
conrespond to conditional branches of said first instruction (Paragraph 21 , if the 
confidence value is high, it executes a series of microinstructions. As stated in the 1 12 
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rejections, since an instruction cannot proceed without knowing its predicate, tliis would 
appear to not be possible. However, Examiner notes that both the claim and 
Grochowski's stalling are functionally equivalent to each other, as in both cases, the 
instruction cannot proceed without the predicate being resolved, with Grochowski 
requiring instructions to complete to get the predicate before it can continue, which 
appears to be what Applicant does in their specification. Figure 1 discloses the 
conditional branch aspect), but fails to explicitly teach: 

an interface to couple said processor to input-output devices; and 
an audio input-output coupled to said interface and said processor. 
Grochowski teaches a processor used in a computer system, but does not 
explicitly disclose a coupled input-output device, or specifically, an audio input-output 
device. However, Foldoc teaches that most computers have four types of hardware 
components, among them, input-output devices (10). Foldoc further teaches that input- 
output devices are used to communicate with the user and the outside world using 
peripherals. Furthermore, Foldoc discloses that speakers and microphone are common 
examples of a peripheral, both of which are audio devices. Given the ability to interact 
with the outside world, and the advantage of being able for the user to interact with the 
computer via audio, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use an input-output device provided by the computer to 
interface with an audio device. 
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32. As per Claim 1 9, GrochowskI teaclies: The system of claim 1 8, wherein each of 
said first or second set of unconditional micro-ops includes a check micro-op 
(Paragraph 23). 

33. As per Claim 20, GrochowskI teaches: The system of claim 1 9, wherein said 
check micro-op is to check for a calculated value of said predicate of true when said 
predicted predicate value is true (Paragraph 23). 

34. As per Claim 21 , GrochowskI teaches: The system of claim 20, wherein said 
check micro-op is to initiate a recovery when said calculated value is false (Paragraphs 
21-23). 

35. As per Claim 22, GrochowskI teaches: The system of claim 21 , wherein said first 
set of micro-ops includes a first micro-op corresponding to said first instruction without 
predicate (Paragraphs 21-23). 

36. As per Claim 23, GrochowskI teaches: The system of claim 19, wherein said 
check micro-op is to check for a calculated value of said predicate of false when said 
predicted predicate value is false (Paragraph 23). 

37. As per Claim 24, GrochowskI teaches: The system of claim 23, wherein said 
check micro-op is to initiate a recovery when said calculated value is true (Paragraphs 
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21-23). 
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38. As per Claim 25, Grochowski teaches: The system of claim 1 8, wherein said 
sequence of micro-ops includes a micro-op corresponding to said first instruction 
without predicate (Paragraphs 21-23). 

39. As per Claim 26, Grochowski teaches: The system of claim 25, wherein said 
sequence of micro-ops includes a conditional move micro-op (Paragraphs 25-26). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 (New Grounds) 

40. The Examiner has provided a new grounds of rejection for the claims below, 
resulting from an altemate interpretation to the claim language. While it has been 
established that a predicated instruction cannot proceed through the pipeline without its 
predicate being known or predicted, and that if it is not available, it clearly must stall, 
Examiner has interpreted that this claim limitation could possibly indicate that the 
instruction predicts a predicate even with a low confidence value, and that the 
instructions which "implement the predicate" can be the instructions which verify if the 
prediction was correct. While such an implementation would make confidence values 
moot, for the sake of completeness Examiner will address this limitation. 

41 . Claims 1-1 7 and 27-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Grochowski, in view of Grochowski. 
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42. As per Claim 1 , Grochowsl<i teaches: A processor, comprising: 

a predicate predictor to determine a predicted predicate value and a confidence 
value for tlie predicted predicate value for a first instruction with a predicate (Paragraph 
20); and 

a micro-op generator to conditionally issue one or more micro-ops from a first or 
second set of unconditional micro-ops based on the predicted predicate value of said 
first instraction when said confidence value is high (Paragraph 21, if the confidence 
value is high, it executes a series of microinstructions), wherein the first and second set 
of unconditional micro-ops correspond to conditional branches of said first instruction 
(See Figure 1 , "if instructions are conditional branches), but fails to teach: 

and a sequence of micro-ops that implement the predicate of the first instruction 
without stalling the instruction when said confidence value is low. 

While Grochowski teaches that the instruction must stall until the predicate is 
known (as there must be some predicate used to advance the instruction), Grochowski 
teaches that the reason that the stall is implemented is because that the recovery time 
for an incorrect choice requires more clock cycles to resolve than if the instruction 
simply waits for the value (Paragraph 26). However, this suggests that if the opposite 
were true, such that it takes the pipeline more clock cycles to resolve the predicate than 
it would take to recover the pipeline state (or the same amount of time), then It would 
clearly be best to simply guess the predicate anyways, using whatever value is 
available. In this situation, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art 
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to simply guess the predicate, and send It forward without stalling, with the advantage 
that even If the prediction Is incon-ect, the system could be restored in less (or the 
same) amount of time than it would take to wait for the value, thus there is no 
performance reason to wait for the value. 

43. The remainder of the claims rejected under these grounds are substantially 
similar to the rejections laid out In the 102 rejections above (with the difference of the 
limitation discussed in Claim 1 , making it a 103), and are rejected for the same reasons 
as laid out above. 

44. Claims 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Grochowski, further in view of Foldoc. 

45. As per Claim 18, Grochowski teaches: A system, comprising: 

a processor including a predicate predictor to detemriine a predicted predicate 
value and a confidence value for said predicated predicate value for a first instruction 
with a predicate (Paragraph 20), and 

a micro-op generator to conditionally issije one or more micro-ops from a first or 
second set of unconditional micro-ops based on the predicted predicate value of said 
first instruction when said confidence value is high (Paragraph 21, if the confidence 
value is high, it executes a series of microinstructions) and wherein the first and second 
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set of unconditional micro-ops correspond to conditional branches of said first 
instruction(Figure 1 ), but fails to explicitly teach: 

a sequence of micro-ops that implement the predicate of the first instruction 
without stalling the instructions when said confidence value Is low; 

an interface to couple said processor to Input-output devices; and 

an audio input-output coupled to said interface and said processor. 
Grochowski teaches a processor used In a computer system, but does not explicitly 
disclose a coupled input-output device, or specifically, an audio input-output device. 
However, Foldoc teaches that most computers have four types of hardware 
components, among them, input-output devices (10). Foldoc further teaches that input- 
output devices are used to communicate with the user and the outside world using 
peripherals. Furthermore, Foldoc discloses that speakers and microphone are common 
examples of a peripheral, both of which are audio devices. Given the ability to Interact 
with the outside world, and the advantage of being able for the user to interact with the 
computer via audio, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the 
time the invention was made to use an input-output device provided by the computer to 
interface with an audio device. 

While Grochowski teaches that the instruction must stall until the predicate is 
known (as there must be some predicate used to advance the instruction), Grochowski 
teaches that the reason that the stall is Implemented is because that the recovery time 
for an incorrect choice requires more clock cycles to resolve than if the instruction 
simply waits for the value (Paragraph 26). However, this suggests that If the opposite 
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were true, such that it tal^es the pipeline more clocl^ cycles to resolve the predicate than 
it would take to recover the pipeline state (or the same amount of time), then it would 
clearly be best to simply guess the predicate anyways, using whatever value is 
available. In this situation, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to simply guess the predicate, and send it forward without stalling, with the advantage 
that even if the prediction is incorrect, the system could be restored in less (or the 
same) amount of time than it would take to wait for the value, thus there is no 
performance reason to wait for the value. 

46. The remainder of the claims rejected under these grounds are substantially 
similar to the rejections laid out in the other 103 rejections above (with the difference of 
the limitation discussed in Claim 18), and are rejected for the same reasons as laid out 
above. 

Response to Arguments 

47. Applicant's arguments filed 5/7/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding Applicant's first argument, starting on Page 9 of the response, 
Applicant has argued that Grochowski does not teach conditionally issuing one or more 
micro-ops from a first or second set of unconditional micro-ops based on the predicted 
value of said first instruction when said confidence value is high. Applicant has argued 
that because Grochowski uses the predicted predicate to decide what to do with this 



Application/Control Number: 10/783,765 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2183 

instruction, tliat this somehow is different from issuing "unconditional" micro-ops based 
on the predicted value. First of all, Examiner does not see how what Grochowski does is 
different than the claimed Invention, in fact, refemng to Applicant's paragraph 17 of the 
specification, they appear to do the exact same thing. Grochowski uses the predicted 
predicate value to decide if micro-ops conresponding to the "tme" or "false" paths need 
to be issued, which is exactly what Applicant is doing. These operations are 
unconditional, for example, see Figure 1, where based on the predicate in the IF 
statement, either an unconditional move, or an unconditional add is issued. If Applicant 
feels that this is somehow different than what is being claimed, then Examiner does not 
feel that Applicant has support in their specification for these limitations, and 
furthennore. Examiner would question why predicates or even confidence values are in 
use if they aren't used, as Applicant seems to be suggesting. 

Regarding Applicant's second argument, Examiner concedes that Grochowski 
does explicitly state that the pipeline is stalled while the instruction waits for the 
predicate value to be resolved so it can move forward, however, as discussed above in 
both the 1 12 rejections and the art rejections, Examiner does not believe it is possible 
for an instruction without a predicate value to be executed, thus all predicated 
instructions are required to stall until they have a value they can make use of, correct or 
otherwise, it is similar to an instruction not being able to execute without its operands, it 
is just not possible. Therefore, Examiner has attempted to interpret the claim in a way 
that is possible to occur, and in a manner that Examiner believes is the closest to what 
Applicant is attempting to claim, based on the specification, where there appears to be 
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either functional equivalence to Grochowski, exact equivalence to Grochowski, or a 
random guess of a predicate to advance the instruction while the actual value is being 
calculated, and for the latter case, Examiner has provided a new 103 rejection to deal 
with that interpretation. 

As indicated earlier in the Action, Examiner feels that a clarification of the 
language in the independent claims to indicate that the instruction is replaced or 
decomposed into other instructions, and removing the "without stalling" language which 
is not supported in the specification, would overcome these issues, and possibly 
overcome the references used in the art rejections. Again, Applicant is encouraged to 
contact Examiner to discuss any possible wording that would help overcome these 
rejections, if that is the path Applicant wishes to take to help move the case towards 
allowance. 



Conclusion 

48. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert E. Fennema whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2748. The examiner can nonnaily be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:45-6:15. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infomiation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated infomiation 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Robert E Fennema 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2183 

RF 
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